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Description

The proposed project would widen Interstate 405 (San Diego Freeway) from ten to twelve lanes in order to provide one high
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction. The project would extend from State Route 90 (Marina Freeway) to Interstate
10 (Santa Monica Freeway), in the Cities of Los Angeles and Culver City, in Los Angeles County, a distance of 6.6 kilometers
(4.1 miles). In addition, the northbound Sawtelle off-ramp will be closed and the Culver Boulevard on-ramp will be become an
off-ramp. A frontage road will be added adjacent to the southbound side, connecting Sawtelle Boulevard to Braddock Drive west
of 1-405. The project is being proposed to relieve traffic congestion by encouraging commuters to rideshare, and is one of several
such projects being considered for 1-405 to provide for a continuous HOV facility.

Construction of the proposed project is expected to require approximately three years. Construction activities would be planned
and conducted in such a manner as to reduce traffic delay as much as possible. The construction process would be managed by a
traffic control plan. Soundwalls and retaining walls would a so be constructed as part of the proposed project.

Determination

An Initia Study has been prepared by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). On the basis of this study it is
determined that the proposed action will not have a significant effect upon the environment for the following reasons:

1 The project would not substantially affect topography, seismic exposure, erosion, floodplains, wetlands or water
quality.
2. The proposed project will not significantly affect natural vegetation, sensitive, endangered or threatened plant or animal

species, or agriculture.

3. The proposed project will not significantly affect solid wastes, or the consumption of energy and natural resources.
4. The proposed project will promote improved regional air quality.
5. The proposed project will result in increased noise levels along its route, but with the addition of soundwalls, these

effects will be reduced to acceptable levels.
6. The proposed project will not significantly affect land use, public facilities or other socioeconomic features.
7. The proposed project will not significantly affect cultural resources, scenic resources, aesthetics, open space or

parklands. Landscaping will be provided to mitigate the loss of existing freeway vegetation.

Original Sgned by Ronald Kosinski for Raja Mitwasi June 19, 2000

Raja Mitwasi, Deputy Director Date
California Department of Transportation
District 7
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6. Consultation and Coordination

6.1  Scoping Process

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) regulations do not require an IS / EA to include formal scoping procedures.
However, in light of the connectivity of this project, and its regional significance as a project
onto itself, efforts were undertaken to ensure that the concerns of the cities and other parties
were known.

Scoping for this project was conducted to solicit public concerns and ensure early
consultation. Letters to elected officials and government agencies were sent (dated October
2, 1998). In addition, public scoping advertisements (Figure 5) were placed in the following
newspapers: Los Angeles Times (June 18, 1998), Culver City News (June 18, 1998), La
Opinion (June 18, 1998), The Argonaut (June 18, 1998), The Daily Breeze (June 18, 1998),
The Los Angeles Sentinel (June 18, 1998), and The Compton Bulletin (June 24, 1998).
Comments were received until November 3, 1998. Issues raised in these comments included
the following:

Concerns regarding traffic congestion and mitigation.

Support for the project.

Opposition to the project.

Impacts and plans for adjacent projects.

Concerns regarding construction impacts.

Concerns about population growth in Los Angeles.

Traffic problems in Los Angeles have been a long-term problem.
Concerns that commuters in Los Angeles do not carpool.

Other recommendations were offered to improve traffic flow.
Concerns about changes and modifications to on and off-ramps.
Concern about ramp connection to I-10.

Concern that lanes will be taken away.

Impacts on traffic due to the future expansion of LAX.

Letters to elected officials and government agencies were sent (dated October 3, 1998).
Comments were received from the Culver City Department of Public Works, the LAMTA,
and from members of the public. Issues raised in these comments included the following:

* Recommendation to document the impacts in an Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement.

Recommendation to consult Culver City project designers for ramps.

Concerns that landscaped slopes were being replaced by retaining walls and soundwalls.
Concern about HOV access in Culver City.

Concern about drainage on the facility.
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Figure 5 — Scoping Notice

SCOPING NOTICE

Seeking Public Comment on Plans For
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes
on Route 405

in the Cities of Los Angeles and Culver City

!

| PROJECT Limi

- .| WHAT'S BEING | The Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Distriot 7
.} PLANNED is proposing to construct a north-bound and
south-bound high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane on
Route 405 between Route 90 and Route 10 in the
Chties of Los Angeles and Culver City. Generally, these
improvements will be accommodated in the exisling
Right-of-Way, but minor additional Right-of-Way

may be required.
WHY THIS Caltrans is formally Initiating studies for this
NOTICE improvement. Preliminary. environmental studies

indicate that the resuiting environmental document will
be an Initial Study (IS) which should lead o a
Negative Declaration (ND)Finding of No Signifioant
Impact (FONSI).

A public hearing will be held to discuss the
project studies when sufficient englneodng
environmental and socioeconomic data have been
developed. The public hearing will be publicized and
youwillbenoﬂﬂedweatnadvameow\oheadngm

and location.
WHAT CAN This notice is to solicit public comments on this project,
YOU DO? ‘and insure an early involvement of public agencies,
interested groups, and individuals in the environmental
process.

We will be pleased to answer any questions you may
havewnthregardtotmsproject.Plemsondm
written comments by July 10, 1998 to:

Ronald J, Kosinski, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning
Department of Transportation
(Caltrans)

lo/brang 120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

CONTACT if you wish to be on a mailing list for actions conceming
this project or to receive more information about this
study, call Ronald Kosingki, Office of Environmeniai
Planning at (213) 897-0703.

[ ]
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In addition, a newspaper article in the Los Angeles Times “Westside Weekly” (July 3, 1998)
incorrectly indicated that “Caltrans is seeking public comments on plans for carpool lanes on
the Santa Monica Freeway in Los Angeles and Culver City.” The freeway mentioned in this
advertisement [the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10)] does not extend into Culver City. A total
of five responses were received in regards to this erroneous newspaper article. Issues raised
in these comments included the following:

Opposition to HOV lanes.

Concerns that commuters in Los Angeles do not carpool.
Concern that lanes will be taken away.

Concern that adding an HOV lane would slow down traffic.
Benefit of extra space in case of emergency.

Support for HOV lanes as they enhance quality of life.

6.2 Community Meetings

A Town Hall Meeting was sponsored by State Senator Kevin Murray (26™ District) on August
26, 1999 at the Culver City City Hall Council Chambers. The purpose of the meeting was to
discuss the congestion on the I-405 Freeway. Residents were able to hear about this project
and two other highway projects located in the vicinity.

The City of Culver City sponsored a public forum meeting on February 17, 2000 at the
Veteran’s Memorial Building Auditorium in Culver City (Figure 6). The purpose of the
meeting was to address citizen’s concemns in prior meetings. Caltrans’ staff was on hand to
address concerns and update the public as to progress on the project.

6.3  Public Comment Period for the IS / EA

The IS/EA document was circulated for public comment beginning November 9, 1999. The
comment period officially closed on December 31, 1999. An opportunity for a public meeting
was offered at the Veterans Memorial Auditorium (4117 Overland Avenue, Culver City) from
6:30 to 8:30 p.m. on December 9, 1999. Notice of this public meeting was placed in
appropriate local newspapers. Copies of this IS/EA document can be reviewed at .the
Caltrans, District 7 Office, the Culver City Library (4975 Overland Avenue, Culver City), and
the Mar Vista Library (12006 Venice Boulevard, Los Angeles).

Comments on this document were submitted in writing before December 31, 1999, and were |
sent to the attention of: '

Ronald Kosinski

Office of Environmental Planning
Caltrans, District 7

120 South Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012
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Figure 6 — Culver City News Advertisement for Informational Meeting

Notice Of Scheduled
CalTrans Information
Meeting For Route 405
'HOV Improvement Project

The California Department of Transportation ~ Caltrans - proposes
to construct a north-bound and south-bound High Occupancy
Vehicle (HOV) lane on Interstate 405 between Interstate 10 and
State Route 90 (Marina Freeway) in the Cities of Los Angeles and
Culver City. For the most part these improvements will be
accommodated on existing property, but additional property for
| the freeway on- and off-ramps will be required.

'You are cordially invited to attend an upcoming meeting. Caltrans
representatives will be present to answer questions regarding this

project:
When: Thursday, February 17, 2000
Time: 6:30 p.m. through 8:30 p.m.
Location:  Veterans Memorial Building
Auditorium Facility
4117 Overland Avenue

Culver City, CA 90232

The City of Culver City is hosting this meeting to provide Caltrans
a public forum in which to address concerns éxpressed in prior
meetings.

If you have any quesuons, please contact Max Paetzold of the City
of Culver C1ty at 310-253-5633.
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